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Continuation sheet 

Continuation of 3. NOTE: The proposed amendments to claim 1 , 3-9 and 12 now refer 
back to the method of claim 10 or 1 1 , whereas previously none of the product claims 
referred back to these method claims, thus raising new issues requiring further search 
and/or consideration. 

Continuation of 1 1 . does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: 

Regarding the rejection of Claim 11 under 35 U.S. C. 112, 1 st paragraph, 
applicant argues that paragraph 47 of the Specification discloses paper being 
impregnated. However, paragraph 47 recites "said aqueous liquid is impregnated with 
paper comprising inorganic fiber and pulp-shaped fiber previously manufactured by a 
common paper manufacturing method..." and continues to recite several impregnation 
methods. The language of the Specification fails to recite that the paper is impregnated 
as now claimed. Instead, the language supports the previously used claim language 
that was previously rejected as being indefinite. The rejection is maintained. 

Regarding the rejections over cited prior art, applicant argues that Lorah et al 
does not teach the negative influence of cation exchange or how to prevent cation 
exchange. Applicant further argues that the Nishida and Tanaka et al references fail to 
teach that ion exchange of metal ions existing in water with the acidic group contained 
in the organic fine particles leads to a decrease in absorptive and desorptive properties 
of the paper. 
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Lorah et al was only used in an evidenciary capacity to teach that polymers 
containing acid groups are known to exchange cations readily. A teaching of the 
negative effects or means of preventing such exchange was not necessary. 

Nishida et al '265 teaches that the carboxyl group of a potassuim type expresses 
a high moisture absorbing property and that the object of the invention (absorbing- 
desorbing polymer) is best obtained when all carboxyl groups in the polymer are 
changed to a potassium type (col 3, line 65 to col 4, line 2; col 4, lines 26-30). This 
teaching along with the knowledge that polymers containing acid groups readily 
exchange cations (Lorah et al) provides sufficient motive to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to use water having as few non-potassium cations as possible. 

The rejections over the cited prior art are maintained. 



